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My name is Jeff Leeman. I am employed as General Manager of Dairy
Support, Inc., a corporate subsidiary of T.C. Jacoby and company, which is
dedicated to provide services to small cooperative associations and handlers
operating a federally-regulated environment, including accounting, pool
compliance, and risk management assistance.

Prior to February of this year, I was employed as Executive Vice President
of Brewster Dairy/Stockton Cheese, and responsible for coordination and
procurement of milk, pooling agreements, cheese procurement from other
manufacturers, and oversight of Brewster’s transportation fleet. I previously
served as a Brewster dairy farm specialist serving Brewster’s independent
patrons.

I received a BS degree in Agriculture from The Ohio State University in
1989, and have had responsibilities for Brewster’s interests in federal milk
marketing order regulation since my early employment with the company,
including presenting testimony at the hearing for component pricing in Ohio
in the early 1990’s.

I present this testimony on behalf of White Eagle and others in opposition to
DFA/MMPA proposal No. 2. The proposed roles, as designed and intended,
would shrink the market share of small cooperatives not affiliated with DFA
by raising its competitor’s costs or reducing competitor revenues.



White Eagle Milk Marketing Federation was organized in 2003 to provide
independent dairy farmers and cooperatives with a small share of the
Mideast milk market, with an efficient and effective option to market milk to
Mideast plants without turning their milk supplies over to DFA, DMS, or
one DFA’s other marketing agencies in common. The Federation began
with the formation of White Eagle Cooperative Association by independent
dairy farmers in Indiana, Ohio and Michigan. To maximize marketing
efficiencies, following the organizational lead of DMS, White Eagle and
other cooperatives joined together to create the white Eagle Federation, an
Indiana corporation. The White Eagle Federation finds its customers among
the few remaining milk plants that are not committed to DFA and its
affiliated agencies for a full supply.

Today, the white Eagle Federation markets about 150 million pounds of
milk each month under Order 33 for producer-members of White Eagle
Cooperative Association, Alto Dairy, Scioto Cooperative, Erie Cooperative
Association, and non-member dairy farmers. White Eagle Federation
supplies milk to distributing plants in Ohio (United Dairy and Superior
Dairy) and West Virginia (United Dairy), and sells surplus milk 
manufacturing plants in Ohio, Indiana, Michigan, Wisconsin, and elsewhere.

Although United Dairy and Superior Dairy are located at some distance from
Federation member farms in Michigan, Indiana and Wisconsin, it is
necessary to travel this distance because closer distributing plants in Indiana,
Michigan and Ohio are fully supplied by others, primarily DFA and its
agency affiliates, and therefore not available to our dairy farmers. Over the
past twenty-five years, marketing choices available to producers have been
radically reduced as the result of fewer plants, plant ownership
consolidation, and cooperative association consolidation. As shown in
Attachment 1, distributing plants in the market have declined from 78 to 42
since 1989, and supply plants from 19 to 3. Many of the nation’s largest
distributing plants are now under ownership of Dean Foods, National Dairy
Holdings, Kroger and others who account for a lion’s share of distributing
plant volume in the Mideast. Attachment 2; and Ex. 11, Tables 1 and 2.

Cooperative consolidation has also severely limited marketing choices.
Describing the structure of the Mideast Marketing Area, USDA’s 1999 milk
order reform decision observed that as of December 1997, 20 cooperative

2



associations pooled milk under the 5 orders to be consolidated (considering
MMI and DFA as one entity- DFA). The percentage of cooperative
member milk pooled varied from 44% in Order 36 (E. Ohio-W. Pa) 
86.5% in Order 40 (So. Mich). Today in Order 33, there are eleven 9(c)
cooperatives (Exhibit 6, table 1), and fewer than nine cooperatives reporting
as pooling handlers (testimony of Sharon Uther). The largest three
cooperatives pooled 83% of the market’s milk in September 2004 whale the
remaining cooperatives pooled 11.5%. Independent patron milk pooled by
distributors accounted for only 6.5% of pool milk. Ex. 11 Tables 5 and 17;
and Ex. 6, Table 5.

The three largest cooperatives or federations pooling milk in Order 33, we
believe, based on Exhibit 11, Tables 3 and 17, are: (1) DMS (pooling
handler for DFA, Dairylea, FDUSA, former Dean Foods patrons, and a
number of pay-to-pool manufacturing plants), (2) Michigan Milk Producers
Association, and (3) White Eagle Milk Marketing Federation- a distant
third. Based on White Eagle Federation’s own records, estimates of MMPA
production from its website and from Hoard’s Dairymen’s annual report of
cooperative rankings, and DFA’s website information (Attachment 3), 
estimate approximate monthly Mideast pool volumes of 9(c) cooperatives 
federations to be as follows:

Million lbs % of pool
Total pool 1,336 100
Total 9(c) milk ...................... 1,249 93

DMS/DFA ......................... 700
MMPA ............................. 250
White Eagle ....................... 145
All other 9(c) milk ................ 154

52
19
11
12

Even these estimates, however, understate the market domination of DFA,
because it does not account for milk in the "all other" category marketed by
DFA and marketing partners affiliated through marketing agencies in
common that are not "9(c)" cooperative federations (like White Eagle 
DMS) for pooling purposes. These include: (1) the Mideast Milk Marketing
Agency (MEMMA), a combination of DFA/DMS, Foremost Farms, Land
O’Lakes and NFO that gain pooling base for constituent members by sales
to distributing plants in Indiana, Ohio, and Western Pennsylvania-
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including the large, multi-plant operations of Dean Foods, Kroger, and
NDH, and (2) the Producers Equalization Committee (PEC), a combination
of MMPA and DFA/DMS, and other cooperatives that gain pooling base by
sales to Michigan Distributing plants.

Proponents of Proposal 2 have said that one of their primary objectives is to
cause the disassociation from the pool of "distant" milk from Wisconsin,
Illinois, Minnesota and Iowa that has not historically been associated with
the Mideast. This stated purpose is impermissible as a matter of law and
inconsistent with past regulatory policy, which we will brief; plain wrong on
the historical facts; and conveniently disregards "distant" milk newly
associated with the market from the northeast - an area in which DFA’s
market share and sphere of influence is greater.

Milk from Wisconsin and Illinois has for many decades been shipped to and
pooled on the Mideast Order and its predecessors, though the volume has
ebbed and flowed as economic incentives varied, as shown in Attachment 4.

Alto Dairy, a White Eagle Federation member cooperative, as well as
Family Dairies USA, have marketed Wisconsin milk to the Mideast and
predecessor orders, included in Attachment 4 data, for decades. Federal
Order prices and price differences have contributed to this ebb and flow, as
they should. In USDA’s "Amplified Decision" from national milk order
hearings in 1990, responding to a Minnesota federal court opinion, USDA
explained:

"Producers make their production and marketing adjustments on the
basis of changes in blend prices and differences in blend prices among
orders. It is not uncommon for supply areas of individual orders to
expand or contract in response to blend price changes over time.
Also, because milk is free to move to handlers regulated under
different orders, it is not uncommon for milk to shift from one order to
another in response to blend price differences that result from changes
in supply and demand conditions under different orders."

59 Federal Register 42422, 42426 (August 17, 1994).

Family Dairies’ historical association of Wisconsin Milk with the Southern
Michigan market, indeed, was the subject of litigation in the early 1990s
reported in two 7th Circuit opinions when Family Dairies was known as
Farmers Union Milk Marketing Coop. At issue in those cases was a
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reduction in the blend price payable to producers in Wisconsin by an
increase in the Southern Michigan negative location adjustment. When the
blend price dropped, so did Farmers Union milk pooled in Southern
Michigan. Price discrimination between producers by location adjustment is
expressly authorized by the Act (as our attorney will brief), and was
proposed by Continental Dairy for this hearing to address perceived
problems with so-called "distant milk" pooled on the order. Although White
Eagle Federation supported putting this issue on the table, USDA declined to
include the Continental proposal in its notice of hearing. Attachment 5.
USDA’s decision to foreclose even genuine debate on this alternative
remedy to a perceived problem is inconsistent, we believe (and will further
argue on brief), with its obligations to small business entities under the
Regulatory Flexibility Act and Executive Orders implementing that Act to
consider least burdensome alternatives if a regulatory burden adversely
affecting small businesses is to be imposed at all.

Who are those who would be affected by the new burdens proposed by DFA
and MMPA, now joined by Dairylea (a DMS marketing partner of DFA) and
NFO?

A net gain to DFA: Although the rule is facially one of general
applicability, it would not, we believe, create new burdens for proponents
because the proponents have a virtual lock on pooling base by full supply
contracts to the markets major distributing plant handlers, as illustrated by a
twenty-year supply agreement between DFA and Dean Foods to which
reference is made in Dean Foods’ annual report filed with the SEC, and
reproduced on Dean Foods’ website and the SEC website. The agreement,
which includes liquidated damages of up to $96 million to DFA should Dean
renege on its commitments to buy raw milk from DFA, was sweetened for
DFA by Dean’s payment of $28.5 million in the fourth quarter of 2001. We
have not been told of the details of the Dean/DFA deal, although it is highly
relevant to this proceeding. We do recall, however, that early in the first
quarter of 2002, Dean announced that it would no longer be in the milk
procurement business and turned its independent producers over to
DFA/DMS for marketing, pooling and field services. We believe that DFA
would benefit from the proposed rule change in a number of ways beyond
the "mere" PPD increase of 2 cents per hundredweight as illustrated in
Exhibit 7, Request 21.
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Because DFA and its marketing allies have pooling base to spare, adoption
of proposal No. 2 would increase the value of pooling base to DFA, and cost
to its raw milk competitors, due to sale of pool access. Typically, as I have
learned from a number of sources, DFA will "market" access to the pool to
manufacturers for a split between DFA and the manufacturer of the PPD
value of pooling on Order 33. That is, the difference between the Order 33
PPD and the Order 30 PPD. Accommodation pooling of this nature is
reflected in Exhibit 15 transportation invoices from various sources in
Wisconsin and Minnesota. It is this type of accommodation pooling by
DFA, I believe, that explains a gradual "return" to the Order 33 pool of milk
from the Upper Midwest aider Order 33 was last amended effective August
2002. The significant increase since 2002 in milk from "distant sources" (as
illustrated in Exhibit 7 (request la) and Exhibit 11 Table 24) cannot 
explained by new milk added to the pool by the White Eagle Federation.

If the Upper Midwest pooling provisions are also tightened, as DFA has
requested, the value of accommodation pooling may increase to the
difference between the Mideast PPD and the Class III price, because there
may otherwise be no pool alternative for milk. Another competitor response
of benefit to DFA, of course, is that the competitor (having no other choice)
will join DFA or a DFA marketing partner, and gain pooling at the expense
of losing marketing choices that should be protected by the Secretary under
the Agricultural Fair Practices Act.

A loss to White Eagle Federation and other small cooperatives:

While DFA would gain 2 cents in PPD prices from its proposed rule, and
gain immeasurably more by the rule’s effect on market power, White Eagle
and the few other smaller competitors of DFA would suffer higher costs,
lower revenues, and loss of marketing choices far beyond the 2 cent
consequence to the pool. Yes, White Eagle’s small share of the fluid milk
market, and its lack of "pool" manufacturing plants to receive milk treated
as a pool plant receipt rather than a diversion, makes it inevitable that its
diversions of milk will represent a larger share of White Eagle’s pool milk
than that of DFA and its marketing partners. White Eagle would have to
disassociate milk from the pool (or perhaps more aggressively seek to
displace DFA, if that is possible, in some of its accounts) if proposal 2 is
adopted. Though the proposal calls for a reduction of 10% in allowable
diversions in the fall, the actual consequence is a reduction of 50% in the
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volume of milk for manufacturing uses that can be pooled. At the current
time, 10 million pounds of pooling base (sales to distributing plants) allows
a section 9(c) cooperative to pool 25 million pounds of milk- 15 million
pounds (60%) for manufacturing use by nonpool plants. If proposal 2 
adopted, only 20 million pounds could be pooled, with 10 million pounds
(50%) diverted to the region’s manufacturing plants. It makes no difference
whether such plants are within or outside of the Mideast Marketing Area.
For the hypothetical cooperative having maximum diversions in September
2004, this would have meant a loss of up to 73 cents per hundredweight (the
September PPD, Ex. 7 Request 21) on 50 million pounds representing 20%
of the cooperative’s milk supply. For members of the cooperative as a
whole, this loss would mean a revenue reduction of 14.6 cents/cwt, on all
milk. The Secretary should not, we believe, allow milk order amendment
proceedings to be used as a tool to gain market power for dominant handlers
where non-order means, whether fair or foul, have failed to eliminate small
competitors from the market place.

Now, I wish to say just a few words on the "depooling" proposals. We
endorse the views expressed by AMPI, Land O’Lakes, Foremost Farms
USA, and First District Association in their post-hearing brief following the
Central Market hearing, including: (1) that alternatives to pooling penalties,
such as an adjustment of the timing of Class III and IV price announcements
should be considered; (2) that the issue should be addressed nationally 
that all orders (if any) will be amended simultaneously to prevent multi-
regional cooperatives from parking milk in an unaffected nearby order (such
as Orders 5 or 7) to avoid the penalties, as happened in Order 33 with
Northeast milk last June and July; and (3) the long-term practice 
depooling, combined with the uniquely new nature of the proposed rules,
compels rejection of proponent’s request to skip the procedural benefit of a
recommended decision and consideration of exceptions before rendering a
final decision. A recommended decision need not be delayed, but a final
decision on a new regulatory concept of depooling penalties should not be
rendered until the industry and the Secretary have the benefit of comments
on a proposed rule before the concrete is dry.

As the DFA/MMPA/Dairylea/NFO witness admitted, depooling is not new
or recent. It has been common practice since 1989, as reported in USDA’s
annual Federal Milk Order Market Statistics. What is new is the recent
degree of price volatility. Cheese prices on the CME have been bid up
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rapidly, and then drop rapidly. Recent newspaper articles, reporting
admissions by DFA’s CEO and sources with inside CME information,
indicate that DFA was the sole bidder causing rapid CME cash cheese price
increases, and DFA’s withdrawal from CME bidding produced a predictable
collapse in cheese and milk prices. Although long-term maintenance of
artificially high prices on the CME is probably not possible, short-term
volatility may be created by a deep-pocket buyer who will enjoy secondary
gains in short-term milk prices. Before amending milk orders at DFA’s
request due to the recent experience of short-term and extreme price
volatility, USDA should investigate whether the cause of new price volatility
was manipulation of the CME by DFA or any other buyer, and whether
CME manipulation also manipulated USDA’s milk order rulemaking
process.

There are other defects in the proposals of DFA/MMPA, Dean Foods and
others that create inequitable, unequal, and unfair burdens following the
depooling of milk. These aggravate the competitive problems I have
discussed in response to proposal 2.

For example, the proposal severely limits the ability of small Order 33
cooperative handlers to increase producer membership and milk volume
from existing sources within the pool whether the handler depooled milk or
not. Proposed Section 13(e)(2) would allow an increase in producer pounds
above 115% of the prior month only if the milk came from producers
continuously pooled on "any other" federal order, but apparently not from
this order. Because of the small size of several cooperatives in the market
(Ex. 11 Table 17), this part of the proposal uniquely burdens such small
cooperatives and their small business farmer members.

Proposed Section 13 (e)(1) provides a penalty-avoidance opportunity
uniquely benefiting DFA and its marketing partners by exempting from any
penalty milk shipped to a distributing plant. With its large distributing plant
customer base, multi-regional markets and expansive supply system, DFA
more than any other handler in the market, could simply switch otherwise
disqualified milk to distributing plants and temporarily pool any excess on a
market unaffected by depooling penalties. This does not mean that the milk
would physically leave the Mideast, but rather that it would touch base in the
closest available order and be diverted back to manufacturing plant
customers in the Mideast, as before, without being subject to a depooling
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penalty beyond the cost of touching base elsewhere, offset by any higher
blend price on the order in which the milk is paper-parked for three months.

Thank you for your attention. That concludes my testimony.



ATTACHMENT 1

Mideast Milk Marketing Area*
Numbor of Handlers Plants

1989, 1995, 2000, 2003 and 2004

-- 1989 .... 1995 .... 2000 .... 2003 - -- Dee 04 -

Handlers* 111 78 38 33 33

Supply plants 19 10 7 7 3

Distributing
Plants 78 64 48 45 42

Distr. Plant
Handlers 22

Aggregated information 1989 and 1995 for Mich. U.P, So. Mich, Indiana, Ohio Valley and E.Olt- W.P’a.
Handler munbers for 1989 and 1995 are simple tolals, and may be counl~l more than once for cooperatives
that were handlers in multiple markets. Source: USDA, F~leral Milk Order Market Statistics, Annual, and
Exhibits 6 (Table 1) and 
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ATTACHMENT 2

Fluid milk plants and pool manufacturing plants operated in the federal
Mideast milk marketing area by the largest milk and dairy companies:

Source - The Dairy loo List
http ://www. dairy foods, comPILE S/HTML/PDF/Dairy 100Table2004 .pdf
For the 1 lth annual Dairy 100, Dairy Foods solicited the top companies in the
industry through emails, faxes, and phone calls. In cases where the company did
not wish to divulge dairy-specific sales figures, estimates were made using
financial report information, and industry experts. The sales figures are for dairy
products or products dairies could make. That means juice and non-dairy
creamers are counted, but pizzas, pickles and coffee are not.

DEAN FOODS : Total US milk plants: 105

Plants in Mideast federal milk order marketing area:

Indiana: Schenkel’s All Star Dairy, Huntington (fluid); Dean Foods, Rochester (multiple products);

KentuckyLouis Trauth Dairy, Newport (multiple products); [otherKentucyplants: Dean Foods, Louisville
(multiple products); Ryan Foods Co., Murray]

Michigan: Liberty Dairy, Evart (fluid); Melody Farms, Detroit; Country Fresh, Flint (multiple
products); Country Fresh, Grand Rapids (multiple products); Country Fresh, Livonia(fluid and frozen)

Ohio: Reiter Dairy, Akron(ice cream, milk); Broughton Foods, Marietta (cultured); Reiter Dairy, Springfield
(fluid); Frostbite, Toledo (novelties, ice cream); Oklahoma: Borden, Tulsa (cultured and fluid);

Pennsylvania: Meadow Brook Dairy, Erie (milk); [other Pennsylvania plants: Fairmont Products, Belleville
(cultured and ice cream), Lehigh Valley Dairies, Lansdale (fluid)," Wengert’s Dairy, Lebanon (fluid);
Lehigh Valley Dairies, Schuylkill Haven (fluid); Dean Foods, Sharpsville (fluid)}

NDH PLANTS IN THE MIDEAST MARKETING AREA

Ohio, Dairymen’s, Cleveland (fluid); H. Myer, Cincinatti (Fluid);



Kroger - Plants in the Mideast Marketing Area

Crossroad Farms Dairy, Indianapolis;
Michigan Dairy, Livonia, Mich.;
Springdale Ice Cream, Cincinnati, Ohio
Tamarack Farms Dairy, Newark, Ohio;
Winchester Dairy Farms, Winchester, Ky.

Leprino - Mideast pool manufacturing plants:
Allendale & Remus, Mich

DFA - Mideast pool manufacturing plants
Indiana: Goshen (balancing facility, butter, cream, condensed products);
Pennsylvania: New Wilmington (Italian cheeses, whey);

Foremost Farms USA - Mideast pool plants
Elkhorn, Wisconsin - pool supply plant during some months

Prairie Farms - Plants in the Mideast Marketing Area
indiana: Anderson(milk), Fort Wayne (milk, cultured), Holland (milk), Lafayette (novelties);
Michigan: Battle Creek (milk);



Parmalat - Plants in the Mideast Marketing Area
Grand Rapids, Mich. (UHT milk);

Upstate Farms - Mideast pool plants
Buffalo, N.Y

United Dairy - Mideast plants
Plants (3): Martins Ferry, Ohio; Charleston, W. Va.; Uniontown, Pa. (all
products)

MMPA - Mideast pool manufacturing plants
Plants (2): Constantine & Ovid, Mich. (Milk, cream, butter, powder, condensed milk, all products at both
locations)

Bareman Dairy - Mideast plants
Plants (1): Holland ( Milk, ice cream, novelties, cultured, juices, drinks)

United Dairy Farmers - Mideast plants
Plants (1): Cincinnati (Milk, ice cream, novelties, cultured)

93 91

Schneider’s Dairy - Mideast plants
Pittsburgh (Milk, cheese, drinks, ice cream mix)



USDA DAIRY PROGRAMS Mideast Market Administrator- Pool Plants May 04
State Plant City
Indiana
1.Dairy Faralers of Panerica Goshen
2.Dean Foods Rochester
3.Eastside Jersey Anderson
4.The Kroger Company Indianapolis
5.Pleasant View Dairy FIighland
6.Prate Farms Dab5, Fort Wayne
7.$chenkeIs All Star Dairy Hm~ting~on
8.Smith Dairy Wayne Division RicMnond
Kenhicky
9.Louis Trauth Dairy Newport
Maryland
10.Potomac Famas Dairy Cumberland
Michigan
l I .Baremans DMry Holland
12.C.F. Burger Detroit
13.Cotmtry Fresh Flint
14.Country Fresh Grand Rapids
15.Country Fresh Livonia
16.Guernsey Farms Dairy Northville
17.Inverness Dairy Cheboygan
18.Jilberts Dairy Marquette

22.Michigan Dairy Livonia

24Michigan Milk Producers Assoc Ovid

26.Prairie Farms Dairy Galesburg
27.Quality Dairy L~lsing
New York

29.Arps Dairy Defiance
30.Broughton Foods Company Ma~etta
31.Consun Foods Elyria

33Oberlin Farms Dairy Cleveland
34.Reiter Dairy Akron
35.Relier Dairy Springfield

39.Tamarack Farms Newark

41.United Dairy Martins Feny
42.United Dairy Farmers Cincinnati

43.Carl Colteryahn Dairy Pittsburgh

46.Gallikers Daffy Company Joimstown

48.Meadow Brook Dairy Erie
49.Schneider’s Dairy Pittsburgh
50.Turners Dairy Farms Pittsburgh



ATTACHMENT 3

THE LARGEST MILK COOPERATIVES WITH SALES IN THE
FEDERAL MIDEAST MILK MARKETING ORDER

WEBS1TE INFORMATION ON PRODUCTION, MARKETS,
LOCATION AND MEMBERS

The Top 50 dairy cooperatives 2003, by Hoard’s Dairymen (Summer 2004),
republished by Family Dairies USA~

Foremost Farms USA membership, production, locations and milkshed
(excerpts from 2003 annual report).

Michigan Milk Producers Association membership, production and milkshed.

Dairy Farmers of America, membership, production, markets and major
customers, national milkshed; Mideast Region membership, production, and
major customers.



Top 50 Co-Ops
Page 1 of 3

OFamily Dairies USA
Top 50 co-ops handle 137 billion pounds of mi

We’ve moved up to number 5!
by Annie Whitehill

3225 East Washington Ave.
Madison, WI 53704-4391
Phone: 608-244-3373 Fax: 608-244-3643

The Nations top 50 cooperatives marketed 137.286 billion pounds of milk last year which was up 1 percent from 2002. "
nearly 8I percent of the 170.3 billion pounds produced in 2003.

For the first time in five years a new name appeared in the top five. Family Dairies USA edged out Dairylea for No. 5. I
Dairies produced 178 million pounds more than in 2002 for a total of 5.638 billion pounds. Dairylea held steady at 5.5 b
Making the biggest leap is Lone Star Milk which jumped five places to No. 20 with 1.420 billion pounds.

Farmer’s Cooperative Creamery, which recently acquired Portland Independent Milk Producers, moved from 34 to 30.

Dairy Farmers of America handled over twice as much milk as California Dairies, No. 2. With 13,445 farms shipping 3~
DFA produced 21 percent of the nation’s milk. While DFA continues to increase pounds of milk handled, which is parti~
their members produced an average of 212,564 pounds more than last year, the total number of member farms decrease(
handled another 20.7 billion pounds of nonmember milk.

Membersof the top three co-ops, DFA, California Dairies, and Land O’Lakes, collectively produced more then 62.5 bill
’ the nation’s milk.

A New Mexico cooperative, Continental Milk, handled the most milk per farm... 55.9 million pounds. Second was Sel
also from New Mexico, with 43.2 million pounds per farm.

The only new addition is Calhoun Cooperative Creamery Co. which edged out Country Classic Dairies, Inc., Bozeman,
50.

Information for our Top 50 Co-ops List is provided to Hoard’s Dairyman during the summer. Each cooperative is contac
provide the previous year’s information. (Since some co-ops end their fiscal year on a date other than December 31, mill
member farms may not necessarily represent the 2003 calendar year.)

[Coops marketin9 to the Mideast Marketin9 Order highlighted in yellow.]

Rank Dairy cooperative

~ Dairy Farmers of America Kansas
C ty, MO.

~ California Dairies, Inc.
Los Banos, CA.

Member Men
milkmilk Member Rank Dairy cooperative ] volu~volume farms

(bil. lbs.) ~ibs.)

~ Continental Dairy Products, Inc. 1.00"35.800 13,455 26 Artesia, NM.

27 ~]~] Buffalo,Upstate Fam~SNy. Cooperative Inc

II ~, I~1 Bongards Creameries
__J [~] [~] [Bongards, MN.

][’~-] ~] [Magic Valley Quality Milk
I -" I L l[Pr°ducers Jerome, ID.

14.529 662

, I ~1[ Land O’Lakes, Inc.
[~__J L~] St. Paul, MN.

[ ]INo wost D.i ,,,sooiatioo
I~ I/Seattle, WA.

6.729 691

0.97(

0.89,

0.671

3/4/2005



Top 50 Co-Ops

/
Family Dairies USA 5.658 /4,078
Madison, WI

Dairytea Cooperative, Inc. East 5.500 [2,467
Syracuse, NY. /

Milk Producers, Inc. 5.300
New Ulm, MN.

4.897

4,300

Foremost Farms USA Baraboo, WI. : 3,383

Manitowoc Milk Producers 4.298 2,861Cooperative Manitowoc, WI.

Select Milk Producers, Inc. Artesia, 3.327 77
NM.

Michigan Milk Producers
Association Novi, MI.

Maryland & Virginia Milk
Producers Co-op Reston, VA.

Inc.
FL.

United Dairymen of Arizona
Tempe, AZ.

Agri-Mark, Inc.
Lawrence, MA.

wiss Valley Farms Company

Allied Federated Cooperatives
Canton, NY.

~ [’~ [First Dis’aict Association
1~ [Litchfield, MN.

1 9 ~ Alto Dairy Cooperative
[~ Waupun, WI.

9 ~ Lone Star Milk Producers
-( [~J Windthorst, TX.

9 ~ Milwaukee Cooperative Milk
_ 1

I I Producers Milwaukee, WL

[ [[~’~--~ { Prairie Farms Dairy, Inc.

I-- IL IIcar"nville" m
3 [~ Security Milk Producers
-3 ~_J Assoc ation Ontario, CA.

9A [~ St. Albans Cooperative Creamery,
-4

[ ~J[ Inc. St. AIbans, VT.

9 -
~][ Woodstock Progressive Milk

-~ U Producers Assn. Woodstock, IL.

3.240 1,769

2.902 1,470

2.861

2.655

307

102

2.384 1,363

1.684

1.593

1.583

1,013

1,772

1,410

1.528 620

1.420 205

[~Member of National Milk Producers
Fcdemdon

1.369

1.332

1.250

1.197

1.197

Member

776

843

34

532

5O0

Page 2 of 3

[, 1[~] I Farmers Cooperative Creamery

]’ff ~J McMinnville, OR.

[ I [ ~-~] I Tillam°°k C°unty Creamery

13 I I Association Tillamook, OR-
9 [~ Mount Joy Farmers Cooperative,
" ~] Inc. Mount Joy, PA.

33
[~ CenWal Valley Dairmen

- [~ Cooperative, Inc. Modesto, CA.

~-~ Ellsworth Cooperat ve Creamery
34 ~] Ellsworth, WI.

5
[~]Niagara Milk Cooperative, Inc.

3. ~J [N agara Falls, NY.

~ [Plainview Milk Products
36 I [[Cooperative Planview, MN.

37
~] Conesus Milk Producers
[~ [Cooperative, Inc. Perry, NY.

q. ~ [Zia Milk Producers, Inc. Roswell,

~] ICal-West Dakymen, Inc.
l~lWa nut Creek, CA.

~ [~ Lowville Producers Dairy

[ I Cooperative, Inc. Lowville, NY.

~ -~ Burnett Dairy Cooperative
I [ arantsburg, WI.

~ [~ Humboldt Cooperative Creamery

I ] Association Fortuna, CA.

~ [~ Arkansas Dairy Co-op Assn.
Damascus

~[ -~ Sunrise Ag Cooperative

I I Buckman MN.

, ~] Midwest Dairymen’s Company
46

[~J Rockford, IL.

4 7
[-~ Cooperative Milk Producers¯
~J Association, Inc. Blackstone, VA

~-~ Southeastern Graded Milk48 Producers Assn. Somerset, KY.

ac
[~ [ Hastings Cooperative Creamery

q )
U Association Hastings, MN.

5

[~ Calhoun Cooperative Creamery Co.
0

U Lansing, IA

~ TOTAL

)f National Milk Producers Federation
* Tie

0.66:

0.57:

0.53’

0.512

0.471

0.462

0.42’

0.38"

0.38(

i 0.34~

0.262

0.24:

10.24(
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Michigan Milk
Producers Assn
Member Service

Areas

VIMPA 2003 member milk production:
3,240 million pounds

rvlMPA 2003 producer members: 1,769

~ource: Hoard’s Dairymen)



~o We Are Page 1 of 1

Myl)FA

Who We Arc

Members

F~/rlll & Family

DFA Marl

~ Join DFA

Who \,.’\,"c Are

Our Actions Have Caused Quite A Reaction

Dairy Farmers of America is
all about milk and the 22,924
dairy farm families who produce
it. We are proud to be a
cooperative, owned and operated
by the dairy farmers whom we
serve. We are one of the
country’s most diversified U.S.
manufacturer of daiw products,
food components and
ingredients. We are a leader in

formulating and packaging shelf-stable dairy
products in can and glass.

DFA’s History

Get the facts on DFA

We are one of the most vertically-integrated and
future-focused co-op and food companies in the
industw. We are an organization with over 3,500 employees.

We are DFA--Lhe premium provider of market opportunities for
farmers and a value-added supplier of innovative daiw products and
food components for customers around the world.

Click on an Area for a brief overview.
Talk to U~ I ~ I ~ I What’s New

~:)wered by FreeFind

h~:Nwww.dfami~.co~who_we are/index.h~l 3/4/2005



Who We Are: Mill<shed

.MyDE.\
The State of the Milkshed

DFA markets and processes milk and dairy products on behalf of its
me--tuber-owners across the United States. DFA’s member-owners
marketed 56.5 billion pounds of milk (33 percent of the U.S. milk
supply) in the year 2003.

DFA membership and milkshed is divided into seven geographic
PaHncr~ marketing areas. These areas are structured for grassroots

representation of farmers and their local markets. DFA’s footprint
[;.Ill & Family extends into eve~ state and moves into many international marke~.

Market Oppo~unities for member milk include DFA’s own family of

DFA Marl value-added manufacturing plants along with DFA’s expanded joint
venture ne~ork of the some of the nation’s most well-respe~ed

~ h~in DFA
regional and national fluid milk bo~lers and dai~ produ~
manufacture~.

DFA’s structure Milk Marketinq_s DFA’s footprint

Click on an image for a bigger view

Page 1 of 1

Talk to U_s I ~ I ~ I W~hat’s New

Search ]

powered by F_reeFind

http://www.dfamilk.com/who we are/who we are milkshed.html 314/2005



Operating Structure

Page i of 1

Area Council,=

Hauling i FluldS~esl Balancing10 Plants

, -. ~1~----
~,~1 Marketings

Member i ~1
Agencies..

Services 1 ):lil\mtllCrlt3

http ://www. dfamilk.con~im ages/milksh ed_structure.jpg 3/4/2005
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20t~:; DF~ Member Production

2003 OF A Me~nbB Milk Production

[] 10to 20t~lkefs (1/)

http://www.dfamilk.com/who we are/images/footprintweb.jpg 3/4/2005



Facts About
DFA Mideast Area

Fulfilling the promise in every
drop of milk.

Bringingfi~sh dai~3v quality to
America’s dinner table.

Growing new markets for
America’s dairy industry.

Putting muscle in milk
marketing prograna’.

Who Is Dairy Farmers of America?
Dairy Farmers of America (DFA) is proud to be owned and

operated by the 22,924 dairy farmers whom it serves. In 2003

DFA marketed and processed 56.5 billion pounds of milk and

dairy products - 33 percent of the U.S. milk supply - on behalf of

its member owners.

DFA provides its dairy-farmer members cost effective marketing

and movement of milk, global market opportunities, access

to branded and value-added markets, expanded product

manufacturing capabilities, cost efficient services and programs and

long-term value.

DFA’s structure maintains seven geographic marketing and

membership areas designed to enhance the grassroot representation

of dairy farmers in their cooperative.

Mideast Area
3737 Embassy Parkway, Suite 300

Faidawn, OH 44333
Phone:330-670-7800

FAX: 330-670-7801

About the
Mideast Area
The Mideast Area of Dairy Farmers
of America, Inc. (DFA) serves 
milkshed extending into 6 states.
DFA’s Mideast Area represents
2,633 member farms that market
more than 4.2 billion pounds
of milk cooperatively. Average
production per member farm is

¯ ~ ~1:6~ million pounds of milk per

year.’

Jim Carroll
o,~q" o~,,’r,,a,,s Ope,.r

To learn more about DFA, contact us at 888-DFA-MILK
(888-332-6455), or visit our Web site at www.dfamilk.com.



Tom Cgo~eg

MideastArea Council ̄

The Mideast Area Council is
~vided into 25 districts. Th~
members in ea~:h, district select

,. on.~e representative each !o ~erve~ ,
/oi theMideastArea Coandl ¯
,and the Mide~st Area resolUtio~,

committee; Tl~e Are~ Coundl
monitors the markethg of member

¯ milk and provides advice t6 the
~Corporate Board of Directors
in matte/s pertaining to the,
Area. From these 25 council
representatives, eight members are
dected to serve on the DFA Board
of Directors. The 25 elected Area
resolutions committee members
help determine polidy guidelines
for the Board and select 8 members
to serve on DF£s corporate
resolutions committee. Members
also chose Delegates to represent
them when a member vote is
necessary. The Mideast Area sends
one delegate for each ~ farms
to vote on necessary matters at the
DFA Annual Meeting.

About Our
Milkshed

Member Farms
2,633

Annual Milk Production
4.2 Billion Lbs.

Average Production
Per Member

1.63 Million Lbs.

Services and Programs
Professional On-Farm Field Service * Quality Assurance (Free Dump) Program
¯ Milk Income Loss (due to fire, wind or lightning) ¯ Quality Pridng Program
¯ Volume Pricing Program ̄ Seasonal Production Bonus Program ̄ Bulk Tank/
Driveway/Generator Loan Program ̄ Specialized Programs through Eastern
Laboratory Services, Ltd. ¯ Custom Lab Services ° Individual Cow, Herd
Health, Bulk Tank Monitoring ̄  Forward Contracting ̄ Milk Quality Testing ̄
Componem Testing ̄  Young Cooperator Program & Area Scholarships

¯ DFA Value Added
¯ National Dairy Holdings
¯ Soulhem Belle

Ten Largest Customers

1. Suiza Foods

2. Kroger Company

3. National Dairy Holdings

4. Dannon

5. Bareman’s Dairy

6. Holmes Cheese

7. Kraft Foods

8. United Dairy

9. Smith Dairy

10. United Dairy Farmers

Joint Ventures

National Dairy Holdings

Southern Belle

DFA Manufacturing
Facilities

Goshen, Ind.
New W’dmington, Pa.

West Middlesex, Pa.



ATTACHMENT 4

Mideast Milk Marketing Area*
Producer Milk from the Upper Midwest and New York/NJ/NE

1980, 1987, 1998, 2001, and 2004

--- million pounds during the year ---

1980 1987 1998 2001 2004

UpperMid-W 546 203 124 4,428 2,725

NY, NewEng., 152 157 364 943 1,219
AndN.Jersey

* Source: USDA, Producer Milk Marketed under Federal Milk Orders by State
of Origin, periodic publication in Federal Milk Order Market Statistics and by
separate publications, 1990-2004, for Mideast and five predecessor milk orders;
Exhibit 7, Request la.
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Yale Law Office, LP
ATTORNEYS AT LAW

527 No~& Westminslet S~teet
P.O. Box 100

Waynesfidd, Ohio 45896-0100
(419) 568-5751

Fax: (419) 568-6413
Websi~e: www.yalelawotEce.com

January 7, 2004

1400 Independence Avenue, SW
Room 2968

Stop 0225
Washington DC 202500225

VIA FAX 202-690-3410

Re: Proposals for the Mideast Milk Marketing Area

Dear Ms. Coale

Earlier today I faxed a letter requesting three proposals be included in the notice of hearing for
modifieationsto Order I033. I descn~oedthemingeneraltemas. The lack ofmore detailwasdueto~he
fact that ~ office and its staff was still recovering from a severe ice storm whiehpassed through this region
on Wednesday nig~ and Thursday monfing. The storm brought ice and took power, phone, heat and

Despite the fact tlmt full power, but no intemet, was brought on this ¢veming, I was able to partially reopen
the office with half stafflam Friday morning. Meeting not only the work of the day before but the added
burden of deafing with the reduced services and employee needs for heat and food there s’maply was no
ability to provide a fuller request by close ofbesiness Friday. Besides much of my research material for
this project was on the imemet and that was unavailable to me. I instead ~ our three proposals
in language which the administrator has accepted in other hearings. I requested time to suppleanem the
proposals with more detail. I was not asking for an extension.The hope was that consideration for the
hi~orie weather ¢~ent collld be considered.

At about 4:25 pm I was informed that the informal request was imufficient and something more detailed
needed faxed by midnight to night or the proposal would not be considered. Further there would be no



Ms. Dana Coale
January 7, 2004

time granted to expand the proposal. Although disappointed with the response I certainly appreciate the
effoamade to infonnme esrly enoughto correct the situation. Thus this proposalisbeing faxed atier hours
to mcct that request.

Please accept the following as proposals by Continental DairyProducts, Inc., a cooperative with fanm in
the Mideast Mankefng Area for inelusien in the Notice of I-Ieming. The language struck has astztqe~ml~ad

Proposal (1) Amend 7 CaV.l~ §1033.13 as follows:

Modify the opening paragraph of 1033.13 m read:

_EXCEPT AS PROVIDED IN SUBSECTION (E) OF THIS SECTION, laprodueer mi~ means

the skim mi~ (or the skim equi~ent of components of skim milk), including nonfat components, and
butterfat in milk of a predocer that is:

Add subseotion (e) to read:

(E) PRODUCER MILK SHALL NOT INCLUDE ANY MILK WHICH COMES FROM 
DAIRY FARM WHOSE MILK WAS NOT PRODUCER MILK UNDER TH~ PROVISIONS OF
THIS PART DURINGTHEPREVIOUS TWELVE(12) MONTHS OR. 13 OF ANY OTHER ORDER
IN PARTS 1001-1135. TH/S EXCEPTION SHALL NOT APPLY IF

(I) ~ WAS NOT MARKETED FROMTHAT FARM DURING THE PREVIOUS
TWELVE (12) MONTHS IN WH/CH CASE ALL MILK THAT 1T DID MARKET FOR WHAT
EVER PART OF THE PRF_X~"EEDING TWELVE (12) MONTHS MUST HAVE BEEN PRODUCER

0I) MILK WAS NOT MARKETED FROM THAT FARM BECAUSE THE GRADE
AMH_~ PRODUCERS PERMIT WAS SUSPENDED DURING THE SOME OF THEPERIODAND
TIlE PRODUCER DID NOT MARKET MILK UNDER ANY OTHER GRADE OF MILK PERM1T.

(m) ~M/LK FROM THE FARM HAS NOT BEEN PRODUCER MILK FOR 
LEAST TWELVE CONSECUTIVE MONTHS.

The rationale for this_ _mvposal lies in the ability of plants who do not service the Class I market to share
their wisk When it results in a positive PPD they pool, when it does not they depool. This month to

monlh variation in the ~mom~ ofmilk pooled makes predicting the PPD impossible and negates any abi/i~
of producers to manage risk. The proposal would require that a decision to depool milk be effective for
lwelve mont~ Further the emphasis is on the produee~ rather than volume ofmilk to automatically account
for season variation in preduction and any ineresse in milk production.

(2) Amend C.F.IL §1033.75 asfol lows:

§1033.75 Plant loc~ion edjus~nents for preducer n~k and nonpool milk.
~ For purposes ofmaking paymenls for producer milk and nenpool milk FOR MILK DEL/VERED

TO A DISTRIBUTING PLANT UNDER 1033.7(A) OR A PLANT LOCATED IN THE
MARKETING AREA, a plant location adjuslment shall be determined by sublracting the Class I price
specified in §1033.51 from the Class I price at the plant’s location. The difference, plus or minus as the



January 7, 2004

case may be, shall be used to adjust the payments required pursuant to §§1033.73 and 1000.76.

(13) FOR PURPOSES OF MAKING PAYMENTS FOR PRODUCER MILK AND NONPOOL

MILK FOR MILK NOT PRICED IN SUBSECTION (A) OF THIS SECTION, A PLANT
LOCATION ADJUSTMENT SHALL BE DETERMINED AS FOLLOWS:
(1) _TAKE THESHORTESTDISTANCE OVER HARD SURFACE HIGHWAY FROM THE

PLANT OF FIRST RECEIPT TO THE NEAREST PLANT DESCRIBED IN I033.7(A) WHICH 
ASSOCIATED WITH THE MILK AS DETERMINED BY THE MARKET ADMINISTRATOR

(2)SUBTRACTANYM]LEAGE THAT OCCURS IN THE AREA DESCRIBED IN 1033.2
(3) _MULTIPLY THE RESULT BY $0.0035.
(4) SUBTRACT THE PRODUCT FROM THE CLASS I PRICE SPECIFIED IN § 1033.51

FOR THE ASSOCIATED PLANT. THE DIFFERENCE, PLUS OR MINUS AS THE CASE MAY
BE, SHALL BE USED TO ADJUST THE PAYMENTS REQUIRED PURSUANT TO §§ 1033.73
AND 1000.76.

The rationale forthis~oposal lies in the concept that under current pricing systems, mi~ delivered to plants
out ofthe mmaketing area is valued higher thanmilk delivered to the Class I market. For example the value
of milk at a farm in IJaadin County Ohio which is delivered to a bottling plant in Clark Commj, Ohio is the
prien at Clark County less the cost to move it to market. The blend price is supposed to create an

inceative to move that mlqk. Similarly, milk that is at a reserve plant or sepply plant is worth to the bottling
plant the value ofmi~ at the bottling#ant less the cost to move it to market. The flat pricing now
prevalent in the pricing surface is in sufficient to move that milk. However, milk that shares in the
mmketwide pool but is not deliveredto ~ Class I market, or even expected to be delivered, receives the
value of the milk at the plant received with no reduction for the cost to move it to the class I market. In
short, the milk delivered to the market is subsidizing milk not delivered to the market.

This regulatory bonanza for the non-delivered milk is altmclive to other producers. The result has been
increased amounts of milk pooled that would ordinarily not be. All of the ttuqk added is not Class I and
results in a reduced blend price or PPD.

Ov~ the last sew-’ral years the response Ires been to decrease the efficiency in moving mihk by requiring
more expensive movement ofmi~ for the sole purpose of pooling the milk. The result is that those
producers who service the madoet continue to subsidize distant milk aot only in decreased pool receipts
but in added costs in nmtketing milk. Any scheme which taxes these who supply the market for the benefit
of those who do not violates the AMA#_ Continued burdens on producers creates a trading of increased
income from the pool with incressed costs to meet the burden.

The proposal recognizes the cconomie mality~ilk has a location value relative to the market.

(3) To the extent that in accordance withotherproposals, the Secretary agrees to provide for an
assembly andtransportationcredi~ that Marketwide Service Payments consistent with provisions
found at 7 C.F.1L §§1007.80-82 be adopted.

Continental understands that among the regulmoD, inefficiencies being created to offset the ]problems with

excess pooling and the flat prie’mg structure is the creation of assembly and transportation credits. These
will pay prodocers who supply the market some ofthe costtomove the milk to market But it is not the



Ms. D~ma Coale
January 7, 2004

m~rket that will pay this, but the producers, The price for Class I planls should be high enough to atlract
the supply of milk ~md fl~e ~esulting blend price should not be reduced ~o cover those costa. This proposal
simply provides that a transpom’don charge be added to cla~ I sufficiently high to fund those czedi~s.

If you have any questions feel flee to comact me.

Sincerely yours

Benjamin F. Yale

xc: Continental D~dry Prodncls
David Walker



John H. Vetne

Attomey at Law
103 State St. #6
Newburyporl, Ma. 01950

Telephone (978} 465-8987
cell (978) 618-8192
ivetne@iustice.com

January 28, 2005

Ms. Dana Coale
Deputy Administrator, Dairy Programs
1400 Independence Avenue, SW
Room 2968 South Building Stop 0225
Washington DC 20250-0225
VIA FAX 202-690-3410
Email dana.coale@usda.gov

Re: Proposed Mideast Milk Order Hearing - proposal # 2 by Continemal Dairy Products

Dear Ms. Coale:

I write on behalf of Alto Dairy, Inc., White Eagle Cooperative Association, and Erie Cooperative
Association (the "Cooperatives"), dairy farm cooperative associations that market their milk under
Federal Order 33, the Mideast Milk Marketing Area.

The Cooperatives have received a copy of proposals submitted on January 7 by attorney Ben Yale
on behalf of Continental Milk Products, Inc., in response to the Department’s Invitation to Submit
Additional Proposals ("invitation"). The invitation followed proposals by farm trade associations,
Ohio Dairy Producers and Ohio Farmers Union, for hale amendments to restrict depooling in
response to volatile cash cheese prices on the Chicago Mercantile Exchange. As in prior hearings in
the Upper Midwest and Central Markets, USDA’s invitation generated a new round of proposals to
further restrict pool access, or create pooling inefficiency for local producers, in addition to
proposed for regulatory remedies relating to price volatility and depooling response.

While recent media reports suggest that milk marketing disorder resulting from CME price
volatility may have been manipulated by DFA, a principal proponent of new pooling restdetions, if
USDA deeidas that continuation of the hearing process in the Mideast (or other markets) 
nevertheless appropriate, the Cooperatives respectfully request the Department to include
Continental Dairy’s Proposal # 2, and amendments thereto, in the hearing agenda.

Continental Dairy Products’ Proposal 2 would provide, on a local market basis, for a partial return
to negative location adjustments of the blend (PPD) price Order 33 producer milk delivered 
diverted to plants located outside of the marketing area. This, as we understand it, is intended to
adjust the producer price under Order 33 at the plant of receipt based on the value of milk by
reference to the marketing area with which the milk is associated.

Federal Milk Order reform created a Class I pricing grid for the entire nation, which was quite
justified based on the Comell University model. It also made identical adjustments in producer
prices, as had been agency praetice for decades, which created producer price distortions at distant
locations from each regional market. The latter effect was inconsistent with the Cornell analysis of

1



the value of producer (as opposed to Class I) milk, and entiraly unnecessary. The 1985 Farm Bill,
amanding 7 U.S.C. §608c5(L), expressly authorized USDA to adjust producer prices in a manner
different from Class I prices: "adjustments in payments by handlers under paragraph (A) [i.e., Class
I differentials] need not be the same as adjustments to producers under paragraph (B) [i.e., producer
blend or PPD prices]."

In our view, Attorney Yale is correct in complaining the pool qualification amendments over the
past few years have created local market inefficiency to remedy a problem that is created by
pricing:

[T]he [pooling qualification] response has been to decrease the efficiency in moving
milk by requiring more expensive movement of milk for the solo purpose of pooling
the milk. The result is that those producers who service the market continue to
subsidize distant milk not only in decreased pool receipts but in added costs in
marketing milk.

Continental Dairy Products, Proposals for the Mideast Marketing Area, 1-7-05, p. 3.

While the Cooperatives do not necessarily support Continental Proposal No. 2 in its current
form, we strongly encourage USDA to place on any hearing agenda proposals, such as
Continental Proposal No. 2, that would consider a regulatory remedy addressed to the source
of the problem -- provisions that create the economic incentive for handler or producer
marketing decisions claimed to create marketing disorder.

For the foregoing reasons, and those expressed in Continental Dairy’s letter-Proposals for the
Mideast Marketing Area, Continental Dairy Products’ Proposal No. 2 should be included in a
Notice of Hearing, orin an amended Notice of Hearing, for the Mideast Milk Marketing
Order, if any Notice is issued.

Respectfully submitted,

John HVetne

Ec:Ben Yale, Esq.
Dave Walker, M.A.
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USDA Depsetment o~

[~l~J ~5158-6~ 1 3

Agr~Rutal 14~ Inde~ndcnce Ave., SW, Stop
M~r~t~n~ Room ~9~ - South Buildin~

FEB
Mr.  njaminF. Yale
Yale Law Ol’fi~;c. LP
527 North Wcsrmlnstcr Street
Post Office Bo× 100
Wuyn~fiuld. Ohio 45896

Yah::

Thank you |br your proposals of January 7. 2004, submitted on buhall+ol’Contincntal
Dairy Products, Iflc.. ~cking to re*lend the provisions or’the Mide~t F~eral milk
m~kctlng o~ mg~ing fl~c l~tion value ofpr~ucer milk ~d the establishment of a

at this proceeding.

Youe proposal It) ;uncnd thu k~:ation val uc ol" prod uccr ,n ilk is t~:i ng held in abcym*cc.
Department believes that a system widc discussion would b~ mor~ app~p6at¢.

At this tim,~, wc do not think yoar proposal to t,,’stablish a transportation credit balangit,.g
fhnd is appropriate t~r an order whos~ Class I need~ me morn than adcqaate[y served.
Thcrcfor~. we are holding this propo.~tl in abeyance.

We appreciate your interest and participation in the Federal milk order program.


